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ABSTRACT
We utilize a mixed methods approach to address the question of why there are so few women in top business schools. Based on a qualitative study of current PhD students on the job market, we theorize that the glass ceiling in academia is, in part, reinforced because prestige of PhD program is used as a hiring criteria for men but not women. We test our conceptual model in a retrospective study of 195 professors in well-ranked management departments. Receiving a PhD from a prestigious business school was positively related to the rank of men’s (but not women’s) first position and current position with tenure. Finally, we share a case study in which job applicants’ sex and PhD program were blinded in applications for a position in a well-ranked management department. 


Proof or Pedigree: Prestige of Men’s PhD Program (But not Women’s) 
Predicts Top Placements in Business Schools
There is a dearth of women in academia. Although women enter PhD programs at the same rate as men, they drop out of academia over time (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999). Women hold almost half of all tenure-track positions, but they hold only one-third of tenured positions (IPEDS, 2013). Moreover, women are overrepresented in “low-ranking” positions such as instructors (Catalyst, 2015). There is also a substantial pay gap between male and female professors. At four-year nonprofit colleges, male professors earn $18,200 more than their female colleagues annually (Chronicle, 2016). In business schools, the representation of women is even worse, with only 20% of tenured faculty positions being held by women (Suddath, 2014), and this difference is more extreme in top business schools.  
Women comprise, for example, only six percent of tenured faculty members at University of Chicago’s Booth School of Business, fourteen percent at UCLA’s Anderson Business School, and sixteen percent at the University of North Carolina’s Kenan-Flagler Business School (Damast, 2011; Korn, 2014). Notably, UCLA Anderson Business School has been in the news for the allegedly gender biased practices (Korn, 2014; Scott, 2014; Suddath, 2014). Previous research suggests that the lack of diversity represents a real cost to female students who are in need of demographically similar role models (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999). Consequently, achieving a balance between male and female professors is a critical issue in U.S. colleges of business and other business schools around the globe (Bleijenbergh, Vennix, Jacobs & van Engen, 2016). 
We suggest that one reason for the imbalance of men and women in top business schools is the reliance upon prestige of a PhD granting institution as an indicator of potential for high quality work. Prestige of a business school is a broad concept and can be influenced by a number of factors, such as the views of the school by other faculty, students (primarily MBA students), and firms (Armstrong & Sperry, 1994). In general, the prestige of a business school is linked to the prestige of the overall university, with Ivy League schools hosting the most prestigious business schools (Armstrong & Sperry, 1994). Although there is a relationship between faculty research and ratings of prestige by other faculty and potential students, Armstrong and Sperry (1994) show that firms’ views are more in line with the ranking provided by US News and World Report — the metric we use in this study. 
Factors like prestige of an academic institution are diffuse status characteristics, such that they are perceived to demonstrate ability, even though there may be no proof that they do (Lenski, 1966). Once a characteristic is associated with status, there is a high burden of proof that must be established to convince decision makers that the status characteristic is not relevant (Wagner & Berger, 1997). Because decision makers in business schools are also likely to hold degrees from prestigious PhD programs, they tend to assign high value to a prestigious PhD program (Kunovich & Slomczynski, 2007) as it reinforces positive self-views (Lenski, 1996). Moreover, as Robert K. Merton (1968) describes in the Matthew Effect, early success begets future success because it signals ability. This may be particularly true for newly minted PhDs because there is a restriction in range of the number of A-level publications they can have, so other indicators are often used to predict success. However, we argue that a reliance on the prestige of one’s PhD program creates a bias in favor of men. 
We provide an explanation for why men continue to be overrepresented in academia despite the fact that creating gender balance has been a goal in academia for decades (Bailyn, 2003). We propose that men are able to attain top job placements based on either proof of ability (as evidenced by A-level publications) or prestige of their PhD granting institution. Conversely, women must demonstrate proof of ability and do not reap the benefits of a prestigious PhD program to the same extent as their male counterparts. Being afforded a broader range of ways to access well-ranked positions may translate into a greater proportion of men in top ranked business schools than women. In terms of theoretical contribution, we link professor sex and academic prestige to the attainment of academic positions in well-ranked management departments and thus extend and enrich the glass ceiling literature (e.g. Powell & Butterfield, 1994; Ragins & Scandura, 1999), especially in academic settings (Bain & Cummings, 2000). 
We also contribute to Ridgeway’s expectation states theory (2001), Foschi’s (1996) double standards theory, and Biernat, Manis, and Nelson’s (1991) and Biernat and Manis’s (1994) shifting standards theory. Each of these theories explains that different standards are used to evaluate high status groups (i.e., men) and low status groups (i.e., women). We extend those theories by explaining how gendered expectations of organizations can serve to create a greater breadth of ways for high status groups to attain success. We argue that the reason that higher standards are used for women is that men are given the benefit of the doubt when they have indicators of success (such as having graduated from a prestigious PhD program) but no proof of success (such as A-level publications), whereas women are not. 
To develop a nuanced understanding of how men and women attain jobs in top business schools, we designed and conducted an exploratory sequential mixed methods study (Creswell, 2014). Following recent calls for more qualitative and mixed methods research (Bansal & Corley, 2011, 2012; Molina-Azorin, Bergh, Corley, & Ketchen, 2017; Shaw, 2017), we started with a qualitative field study, in which we interviewed PhD students on the academic job market. Based on these interviews, we identified the most important concepts, explored relationships between them, and developed a theoretical model proposing that men can earn access to top business schools through two mechanisms — proof of ability as evidenced by A-level publications or pedigree (earning a PhD from a prestigious school). Conversely, women are only able to do it through the proof of ability. 
The second, quantitative, study occurred after the qualitative one and had an approximately equal weight (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009). In Study 2, we used a sample of university professors in 70 top business schools in the US to test the validity of qualitative findings on a wider population (Hesse-Biber, 2010; Morse, 1991; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010) and expand them. In Study 3, we developed an intervention — namely, we removed the information about sex and prestige of a PhD granting school for candidates for a tenure-track position in a top business school — and explored its effect on the hiring outcomes. 
Prestige, Sex, and Academic Success
There is a strong belief that access to top level positions in academia should be determined based on merit (Scully, 1997), and academics will openly state that they are unwilling to lower standards to increase the proportion on women in higher education (McLish, 2017). Despite the desire to classify academia as a meritocracy, the data suggest otherwise (see Trevino, Balkin, and Gomez-Mejia, 2017 for a review). A number of studies show a clear bias in favor of men in academia, even controlling for merit. There are structural reasons that can explain the bias — for example, a qualitative study in the Netherlands showed that men avoid career interruptions and have larger networks than women (Van den Brink & Benschop, 2011). 
There is, however, empirical evidence that, even beyond these factors, women are discriminated against in academia. For example, women get less credit for coauthored papers than men, particularly when they coauthor with all men (Sarsons, 2015). Trevino, Gomez-Mejia, Balkin, and Mixon (2015) found that women have a lower probability of holding an endowed chair than male faculty, even after controlling for performance, human capital factors, and other variables usually associated with career advancement. Women faculty are also less likely to receive tenure, even after controlling for research productivity and citations (Park & Gordon, 1996). In addition, women faculty are paid less over time than their male counterparts, even after controlling for research outcomes and teaching performance (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992).
Despite the clear recognition that women are held to higher standards in academia (Trevino, Balkin, & Gomez-Mejia, 2017), there have been few explanations for how men are preferentially selected over women. It is unlikely that academic institutions are consciously lowering standards for men and raising them for women. Indeed, many academic standards are quite quantifiable (number of publications, citation counts, and grant dollars). Thus, what can account for the gender gap in attaining placements at top business schools, even when controlling for all these measurable factors? To address this question, we conducted a qualitative study with PhD students who were applying for their first tenure-track position on the academic job market. 
Study 1: Qualitative Study
The objective of Study 1 was twofold. First, we sought to ascertain whether PhD students looking to access well-ranked management departments in the US perceive a gender bias in academia. Second, we investigated whether male and female students differ in their beliefs about the ways to attain a top placement in a management department. Given the limited literature on the attainment of top placements in business schools for men and women, a qualitative study based on the lived experiences of job candidates was appropriate. Using a grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Corbin & Strauss, 2014), we developed a theoretical model that explains gender differences in accessing placements in top business schools. 
Study 1 Method 
For the qualitative study, we used a list of PhD candidates who were on the job market in the school year 2016-2017. This list appears online as a GoogleDoc, is publicly available, and serves as a resource for PhD students to share information about available jobs, job interviews, and themselves. We contacted all of the students listed on the GoogleDoc via email. The email informed them that we were conducting a research study on hiring business professors that had been approved by our IRB and that all responses they provided would be confidential and anonymized. We then asked them if they would answer a few questions by phone or over email. 44 students, 18 women and 26 men, agreed to be interviewed. Eleven people opted to respond via phone. The rest of the interviews were conducted by email. Participants were first asked basic questions about where they applied to jobs and where they interviewed. They were then asked why they believe they received the number of interviews they received. They were also questioned about the extent to which they feel they fit the prototype of a business professor and whether they found the job search to be fair. The goal of these questions was to find out which mechanisms male business students use to attain positions in top business schools compared to female students. 
Study 1 Data Analysis
To code and analyze the data, we used a grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Corbin & Strauss, 2014). First, two independent researchers read through the data several times and engaged in line-by-line open coding generating a large number of initial codes in NVivo 11 and then grouping them into more generalizable categories (for example, prestige of PhD institution, proof of ability, etc.). Having the opportunity to contact participants after interviews to clarify some concepts helped us to refine the categories. 
Second, we performed axial coding by exploring the relationships between and within categories (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Shilling, 2006). Following the recommendations by Corbin and Strauss (1990), we constantly moved back and forth between previously coded data, new data, and existing theory on gender bias in academia. We stopped collecting new data after reaching the point of theoretical saturation when no new codes were being generated (Locke, 2001). Third, during selective coding, we diagrammed the relationships among the overarching categories and developed a theoretical model proposing that women have only one mechanism to get a placement in a top business school — through their publications. In contrast, men can get a prestigious placement through two mechanisms — publications and prestige of their PhD program. Figure 1 presents our theoretical model that is further discussed in the results and discussion sections.  
Study 1 Results
Exploring our first question of whether there is (at least perceived) bias favoring men in academia, we asked PhD students if they fit the prototype of a business professor. Participants did not have any difficulties describing a prototypical business professor. A female PhD student, for example, said: “My prototype of a business professor is similar to that of someone who would be successful in the consulting business, so to speak. Well-spoken, socially smooth, entertaining, extroverted, assertive, and… likely white male/American.” The major categories that emerged from the descriptions of business professor prototypicality were age, sex, race, nationality, degree program (psychology versus business), and business experience. Interestingly, several men mentioned fitting the prototype of a business professor because of their sex: “Yes, [I fit the prototype because] I have a PhD at a prominent b-school [university name] and am male.” One man even suggested that women were receiving more interviews because “several schools were targeting female candidates because women are underrepresented.” The data collected in this study, however, showed no evidence of any bias in favor of female candidates. 
On the contrary, many of female PhD students mentioned not fitting the prototype of a business professor because of their sex: “My biggest concerns are with my age and gender, if I had to think about ways in which I don’t fit the traditional prototype. Two very top schools I interviewed at were fairly frank about the difficulties of being a female prof at those institutions, and that I’d likely start off a full half scale point lower in teaching evals due to gender.” Another female PhD candidate said, “I fit the business professor prototype in that I am white and put on an outgoing persona during my job talks. I don't fit the business professor prototype in that I'm female and I don't have industry experience.” Remarkably, several female participants mentioned the interplay between their sex and the doubts of competence: “I am a young female. When I tell people that I am going to be a business professor, I am often questioned on my qualifications. People often assume that I have no industry experience even though I worked for about five years.” Another woman said, “I am probably not as sure about myself as some of the 6-foot tall older male colleagues going up there and teaching MBA students but I am learning.” 
Next, we examined the mechanisms through which job candidates got opportunities to access top business schools. To do so, we asked the participants to explain why they received a number of interviews they received. In their minds, the main reasons for it were a solid publication record (particularly in A-level journals), having connections or sponsorship from a well-known advisor, and graduating from a prestigious PhD program. Regarding publications, both men and women mentioned their strong publication records as a key factor in their success. One male said, “To be honest, I think I got the interviews based on the number of publications I had before the job market started. I was looking for research schools and they have a binary system: you do or do not have publications.” A second male said, “I had a pretty strong record at the time the market was happening, so I definitely think that helped.” A woman said, “I had a first-author A-publication and I have a clear program of research. I was able to present that in my job application packet and my pipeline that I was working on.” Another woman said, “I think I received many flyouts mainly because I have several first author publications.” A third woman said, “I think my publication in [an A-journal] as single author helped a lot. I had other publications but I noticed this one made the big difference.”  
Regarding pedigree — prestige of a PhD granting institution and an advisors’ prominence and connections — many of the men mentioned their connections or school. One male said, “One thing that has helped is […] coming from a school that is widely known. Maybe letters and back channel communications.” Another male said, “I received all sorts of advantages because of the Matthew Effect and success begets success. I was treated unequally because of my network and school and it probably helped that I am a white male and have a lot of privilege. There are people with a lot deeper CVs than mine who got fewer jobs because they did not have my networks or access. Maybe publications are a better predictor of future success than potential but… I guess that’s an empirical question.” The lower prestige of a PhD granting school was perceived as a disadvantage: “My sense is that part of the reason I didn't get more [interviews] is because of where I did my PhD, it's a very, very good place but not an elite business school and I think some places with better names probably look for pedigree over record.”
	In contrast, women rarely mentioned the prestige of their school or connections of their advisors. Even when they did mention these factors, they were more likely to explain how their school or advisor helped them attain success (i.e., A-level publications) and less likely to mention an explicit connection between pedigree and access to top placements. A female PhD candidate said, for example, “The training that I got from my advisor and I have a great publication with my advisor which helped. But my advisor helped me carve out my own area of research. He really helped me shape my research. I practiced my job talk in front of faculty and shaped my packet and became better able to articulate my research and talk more fluidly about it. All of the faculty attended my practice talk and gave me all of the questions I would ever hear. I got the feeling that my school helped me get a job. People on my interviews made comments about the school but not just because it is a good school but because people know that you get really good training when you come from [university].” 
	Another woman said, “It is hard to say how much the overall Ivy League helps. I am not sure if it is that per se or the people I worked with and the resources I had available to me because I was at that school that made a difference.” She also added that she does not want to deny that there may be some privilege associated with graduating from a top school but she believes “it is mediated through the resources” that were available for her. 
	To better understand the differences in attaining top placements between men and women, we coded each transcript on whether participants have mentioned their success (publications) and whether they mentioned factors we categorized as pedigree (prominent advisor, connections/network, and the prestige of a PhD granting school). Then we compared the responses of men and women. We only had useable data from 34 of the respondents. Again, there was no difference in the extent to which men and women mentioned their publications as having been important. For the men, 14 out of 19 mentioned the publication record and 13 out of 15 women did the same (X 2 = .86, p > .05). For pedigree, 16 out of 19 men mentioned factors, such as the prestige of their school or the prominence/connections of their advisor, whereas only 5 out of the 15 women did the same (X 2 = 3.85, p < .05). 
Importantly, we tested the extent to which male and female students had different types of advisors or went to different types of schools. Fifty students listed their advisors on the GoogleDoc. We looked up each advisor’s h-index on Google Scholar. For students who listed more than one advisor we took the average of their advisors’ h-indexes. There was no difference between men and women students in terms of the prestige of their advisor (F(1, 48) = .05, p = .83) or the prestige of their PhD granting university based on the US News and World Report rankings of the top business schools (F(1, 47) = 1.08, p = .31). 
Study 1 Discussion
The results of the qualitative study support the notion that male and female PhD students perceive that there is a gender bias in hiring professors at top business schools. Participants consider being a white male advantageous in the hiring process as it fits the prototype of a typical business professor. In addition, female PhD students mentioned that they might be perceived as less competent by other people as they do not fit the business professor prototype. This finding is consistent with the theories of gender bias suggesting that high status groups (i.e., men) are perceived to be more competent than low status groups (i.e., women) (Ridgeway, 2001; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick & Xu, 2002). Due to this inherent assumption, women must perform at a higher level than men to be viewed as equally competent as men (Foschi, 2000).
Another important finding of the qualitative study is that male PhD students report getting job interviews and job offers not only due to their publications, but also due to the prestige of their PhD granting university or the prominence/connections of their advisor. In other words, male students coming from prestigious schools often get more credit than their counterparts from less prestigious schools. This finding is consistent with the Matthew Effect — a term coined by Merton (1968) to describe a process in which a favorable relative position becomes a resource that produces further relative gains (DiPrete & Eirich, 2006). In contrast, female PhD students rarely mention prestige of their PhD program as a way of securing access to top business schools and when they do, they explained the positive effects of their advisor or school on their training, rather than the use of back channels of communication. Consequently, we propose that men gain access to top business schools through both mechanisms — proof of ability (their publications) and pedigree (prestige of their PhD program, prominence and connections of their advisors), whereas women do it only through the proof of ability. Consequently, we use Merton’s (1968) Matthew effect to inform theories of different standards, suggesting that this effect is often applied to men but not women in academic settings. In Study 2, we test this proposition using a sample of university professors in top business schools.
Study 2: Different Standards and Prestige of Business Schools 
The gender bias literature is primarily focused on the idea that individuals apply different standards to evaluate men and women, and the difference in these standards usually favors men (Hekman, Johnson, Foo, & Wang, 2017). As we already saw in the qualitative Study 1, men as a high status group are often perceived to be more competent than women (a low status group). Essentially, if one has an assumption of competence, then judges will look for confirming evidence of competence. Conversely, if one is assumed to be incompetent, then judges are likely to react to evidence of competence with greater scrutiny (Foschi, 2000). Because of the nature of confirmation biases, it is relatively simple to interpret information in accordance with one’s own expectations. 
As a result of these unconscious expectations, women get less credit for coauthored papers than men, particularly when they coauthor with all men (Sarsons, 2015). Even after controlling for performance, women are paid less (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992), are less likely to get tenure (Park & Gordon, 1996) and are less likely to hold an endowed chair (Trevino et al., 2015) than their male counterparts. Moreover, “gatekeepers” are likely to hire people who are similar to themselves, as shown by the theory of homophily (Ibarra, 1992; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Considering the fact that academia is dominated by white men, it follows that current professors would have a preference for hiring white men. Taking into account the theories of different standards (Biernat & Manis, 1994; Biernat, Manis, & Nelson, 1991; Foschi, 1996; Ridgeway, 2001) and building on the qualitative results of Study 1, we develop the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: There is a bias against women in top business schools.
Based on the qualitative interviews, we expect that prestige of one’s PhD granting institution will be an important factor in attaining a top ranked academic job. The value placed on prestige of one’s PhD program reinforces institutional gender bias because men are more likely than women to attain access to prestigious universities. Acker’s (1990) gendered theory of organizations suggests that this institutional bias serves to reinforce the gendered nature of academic institutions (Hochschild, 1994; Martin, 1993; Van den Brink & Benschop, 2014). Success in academia is being determined by people who have achieved success in academia. Because the judges are also likely to hold degrees from prestigious PhD programs, they tend to believe in benefits of prestigious schools (Kunovich & Slomczynski, 2007).
Hiring on the basis of prestige of one’s PhD program would likely benefit men to a greater extent than women even if the standards were applied equally to both sexes. However, we argue that is not the case. In the qualitative interviews, men were much more likely to mention factors related to prestige as helping them attain a position in a well-ranked business school than were women. In addition, women who mentioned these prestige factors were also more likely to explain how these factors helped them increase their productivity rather than simply create an additional way to access top jobs. Moreover, prestige is more beneficial to men, who are already part of the high status group because two consistent status characteristics combine to create higher perceived status than the pure additive effect would suggest (Lenski, 1966). Consequently, the use of prestige of one’s PhD institution as a hiring criteria would inherently favor men.
The way a woman’s record would be interpreted is quite different. Not only is homophily likely to be lower for women candidates (because there are fewer women in business schools to begin with), but women are viewed as lower in status (Fiske et al., 2002). Therefore, when a woman (low status) graduates from a prestigious PhD program (high status), there is a contradiction in status characteristics, which creates a certain level of stress on the part of the perceiver (Wagner & Berger, 1993). The stress can be resolved by ignoring certain pieces of information (i.e., disregard the information about the prestige of a woman’s PhD program) or by further scrutinizing the woman’s record to make inferences about her ability (Foschi, 2000). As such, prestige of the PhD program should not benefit women when controlling for their actual publication record.  
Further, we expect that early access to well-ranked positions will have an indirect effect on future employment and tenure in a well-ranked management department. Because success continues to beget success (Merton, 1968), we expect that the benefits of prestige of men’s PhD programs will continue to have a positive influence on their career by positively relating to tenure in a well-ranked management department. Obtaining a job in a well-ranked management department should also influence future success because it allows junior faculty to have access to prominent scholars, better resources, and less teaching. Based on this reasoning, we hypothesize that prestige of one’s PhD program will be more beneficial for men than women in the attainment of jobs in well-ranked management departments, even when controlling for one’s publication record: 
Hypothesis 2: Sex will moderate the relationship between prestige of one’s PhD and ranking of one’s first tenure track job such that men will benefit from attending a prestigious PhD program to a greater extent than women. 
Hypothesis 3: The benefits of sex and prestige for men will predict tenure in a well-ranked management department, indirectly, through the rank of men’s first tenure track job. 
Our theory makes three important connections to explain why prestige will have a direct effect on men’s access to well-ranked departments. First, the prototype of a business professor is male and men hold membership in the higher status group, creating an inherent advantage of men over women in access to well-ranked business school jobs. Second, because of their fit with the job and membership in a high-status group, men will naturally be seen as more qualified and competent for the job of business professor. Therefore, graduating from a prestigious PhD program will reinforce the expectation of men’s competence and allow them to be hired and even tenured in well-ranked management departments. Third, because women do not fit the prototype of a business professor and hold membership in the low status group, women will not benefit from attending a high status PhD program but, instead, will only gain access to a well-ranked business school through proof of their achievements (publications in A-level journals). Further, we expect that early access to well-ranked positions will have an indirect effect on future employment and tenure in a well-ranked management department.  
Study 2 Method 
Our sample consisted of 195 assistant and associate micro/organizational behavior focused business professors from the top 70 management departments in the US. The list was compiled by the university librarian as part of a tenure-case cohort analysis. The list of schools is based on the Texas A&M Mays list of department rankings and the variable of department ranking reflects the rank from 2011-2016 on the Texas A&M list. The professors on the list all graduated in the year 2000 or later. Using the list established by the librarian, the research team downloaded each professor’s vita to code it on several features. Each professor’s PhD program was coded based on its US News and World Report ranking for business schools to measure prestige, which has been linked to other indicators of prestige (Armstrong & Sperry, 1994). For the measures of prestige and rank, a higher number indicates lower prestige or a worse rank. Some professors (n = 36) did a post doc before starting their first job, and this was coded in the dataset as well. 
Counts were taken of all publications written before and after the professors received their PhD. Publications were coded as A-level if they were on the Texas A&M Mays list (Academy of Management Journal, Academy of Management Review, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Journal of Applied Psychology, Personnel Psychology, Administrative Science Quarterly, Organization Science). The average number of A-level and other publications during PhD was .84 (SD = 1.14) and 3.01 (SD = 2.53), respectively. The average number of A-level and other publications after PhD was 3.83 (SD = 4.13) and 11.54 (SD = 13.06), respectively. Ranking of the department of one’s first job and current job was also based on the Texas A&M Mays list. Sex and race (white or non-white) were coded based on photos and names on one’s faculty website. There were 119 men and 76 women in our sample. Most of the professors were white (n = 149) but there were also 9 Black, 33 Asian, and 4 Hispanic professors. Missing values were replaced with the grand mean for covariates but not substantive variables. Means, standard deviations and correlations between variables are presented in Table 1. Using the professor sample and expanding the model developed in Study 1 (see Figure 2), we test Hypotheses 1-3 and investigate how early differences between men and women in business schools translate into indirect effects on tenure in a well-ranked department.
We use this sample to take a retrospective look at the prestige of one’s PhD program, the rank of professors’ first tenure track job and their current jobs. It should be noted that there are some drawbacks to beginning the sample with known successes. All of the faculty in the sample are currently in well-ranked management departments, so there is likely a restriction of range in the publication records of these faculty. Moreover, the Mays list is only one of several approaches to assess department productivity. In strategy, for example, many schools rely on the UT Dallas list, although there is a substantial overlap between the two lists. As our focus is one micro/organizational behavior faculty, we use the Texas A&M Mays list. It is fair criticism to note that some schools reward faculty based on other types of publications, such as publications in psychology or sociology. However, considering that we utilize the Mays list to measure both A-level publications and the rank of departments, the use of this list is defensible. Our focus on studying gender bias in academia and not school rankings makes the use of one list over another less important. 
Study 2 Results 
First, we test Hypothesis 1 regarding whether there is a gender bias against women in attainment of jobs in top-ranked management departments. There was a main effect of sex on the rank of current department, such that women were likely to be in worse ranked departments than men (B = 7.17, t(183) =  2.75, p < .01). This effect held controlling for race, year of graduation, whether one did a post doc, the number of A-level and other publications before PhD, the number of A-level s and other publications after completing the PhD, the prestige of one’s PhD school, and the rank of one’s first job (see Table 2). As such, we conclude that there is a gender bias in the attainment of placements at top management departments. This finding is consistent with past research and the results of the qualitative Study 1. 
Next, we test Hypothesis 2 that the prestige of men’s PhD program will positively relate to the rank of their first tenure-track job. We tested our model using the process macro in SPSS to measure the indirect effect of prestige of men’s PhD program on the attainment of a well-ranked (based on the Mays list) first tenure-track job. The independent variable was the prestige of one’s PhD program and the dependent variable was the rank of one’s first tenure-track job. A-level publications and other publications were included as mediators of the relationship. We also modeled, however, a direct effect of prestige of PhD program on rank of one’s first tenure-track job, moderated by sex, to test our hypothesis that prestige of one’s PhD program would have a direct effect on the rank of one’s first tenure track job even controlling for A-level publications and other publications.  
The results support our hypothesis. There was a significant interaction between sex and prestige of one’s PhD program on the rank of one’s first tenure track job, even when controlling for publications written during the PhD. The nature of the interaction was such that there was a direct effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on rank of one’s first job for male PhD students (Effect = .59, SE = .25, 95% CI = [.10, 1.08]) but not for women (Effect = -.13, SE = .28, 95% CI = [-.69, .43]) (see Table 3). The results show that even when controlling for A-Level publications and other publications, men attain positions in well-ranked management departments based on the prestige of their PhD institution (see Figure 3). 
Interestingly, there was a significant effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on A-level publications before PhD, but it was in the opposite direction as one might expect. Students from more prestigious PhD programs had fewer A-level publications than students from less prestigious PhD programs. A-level publications had a marginal effect on rank of one’s first job (p = .06). 
	Next, we examine Hypothesis 3 that predicts that the benefits seen in the first job will translate into future career success. We limited our sample to only those professors who had tenure and examined the effect of prestige of PhD program on the rank of tenured faculty’s current department. Rank of one’s first job was included as a mediator. We added A-level publications and other publications written after PhD as additional mediators, so the model controlled for these factors. Just as with the previous model, we allowed sex to moderate the relationship between prestige and rank of one’s first job. A-level publications and other publications were included as controls along with the controls used in the first analysis. 
As expected, there was still a significant interaction between the prestige of one’s PhD program and sex in predicting rank of one’s first job. Moreover, rank of one’s first job predicted rank of one’s current job as did A-level publications after PhD. There was a significant conditional indirect effect of prestige of one’s PhD school through rank of one’s first job on rank of one’s current job for men (Effect = .18, SE = .10, 95% CI = [.04, .43]) but not for women (Effect = -.04, SE = .06, 95% CI = [-.19, .05]). The results here show that the prestige of men’s PhD program is not only related to the rank of the first job that men attain, but also the likelihood that they will hold tenure in a well-ranked management department(see Table 4). 
Importantly, in the second model, it can also be seen that there is no main effect of sex on A-level or other publications and no sex by prestige of PhD program interaction on A-level or other publications. As such, the fact that this interaction effect exists on the outcome of department rank can be considered an error in hiring and promotion processes.  
Study 2: Discussion
In sum, the results of Study 2 show that prestige of one’s PhD program has a significant effect on the rank of one’s first job for men, but not for women. Moreover, this first job affected professors’ current job, for which they held tenure, so that there was a conditional indirect effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on the rank of tenured professors’ current job through the rank of one’s first job for men only. Interestingly, we found that students from more prestigious PhD programs had fewer A-level publications than students form less prestigious PhD programs. This may be explained by the fact that we started our analysis with faculty who were currently in well-ranked business schools. If prestige of one’s PhD program is positively related to hiring decisions, then students from less prestigious universities must, by definition, have better publication records to gain access to these jobs. We do not include in our sample the many students form less prestigious PhD programs who ended up in low ranking management departments. 
So what can business schools do with this information? As Pfeffer and Fong (2002) argue in their article “The end of business schools? Less success than meets the eye”, higher status business schools are unlikely to want to change the rules of a system that has put them on top. However, knowing that a metric creates an unfair disadvantage toward women should be enough reason to remove it from selection decisions, at least in some schools. Our final study outlines a case study of one well-ranked business school that recognized this concern and utilized an intervention to mitigate bias against women.    
Study 3: Case Study
In Study 3, we examine an intervention for mitigating gender bias developed and applied in a recent hiring process by one of the oldest business schools in the US. Conducting a case study of the hiring process at one institution allowed us to develop a better understanding of how to create an even playing field for women to gain access to well-ranked business schools. 
Study 3: Choice of the Case Business School
The target of our analysis is a well- ranked business school (top 50 on the Mays List) that offers a wide range of undergraduate degrees as well as a variety of master’s and doctoral degrees. The school enrolls more than 3,400 undergraduate and graduate students and employs 53 tenure and tenure-track faculty; 21% of faculty are female. We decided to conduct a case study of this particular school for three reasons. First, as a research-focused institution with a strong emphasis on preparing doctoral students for careers in academia, the business school represents a typical case for doctoral universities with highest research activity according to the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research, 2016). In addition, the school has a top-50 ranked management department according to the Mays list. Second, members of the search committee recognized the need to mitigate gender bias in the selection process and were willing to develop and apply an intervention. Third, the leaders of the hiring department were open and ready to accommodate the requests of the search committee. 
Study 3: Intervention Design
In the first step, we examined existing institutional practices of recruiting new faculty and assessed the need for a new hiring approach. After collecting data about hiring decisions in the case business school made since 2013, we engaged into a series of discussions about the search process with administrative leaders, senior women faculty, diversity officers, and human resources personnel. After that, we conducted a comprehensive literature review regarding women in academia in general and the influence of unconscious biases against women on the hiring process in particular. Building on the results of this literature review as well as on the outcomes of Study 1 and Study 2, we developed an intervention that aimed to 1) ensure a fair and thorough review of job candidates and 2) raise awareness of faculty members about the influence of the job candidate’s sex/prestige of his/her PhD program on the evaluation. 
To mitigate institutional bias, gender bias, and the interaction between prestige and sex described in Study 2, we removed the names (to blind sex) and affiliations (to blind prestige) from a list of applicants for a tenure-track job in the management department. The job was targeted primarily at junior faculty. Moreover, using blinding had the added benefit of avoiding any concerns around affirmative action. How could members of the department question the hiring of a faculty member based solely on his or her merit? 
The case business school posted the job announcement on commonly accessed job search webpages (i.e., Academy of Management) but did not interview at the Annual Meeting. One hundred and two individuals applied for the position. To carry out the blinding procedure, an undergraduate student was hired to enter all of the data on behalf of the search committee members. The student listed all of the applicants’ publications, papers under review, teaching evaluations, and conference presentations. The publications were scored based on the Texas A&M Mays list to determine the number of A-level publications. Two faculty members independently came up with an algorithm to score the applicants’ data. The first faculty member scored the results as a sum of A-level publications plus .5 X (A-level publications that had an R&R). The second faculty member scored the results as 1 point for each A-level plus .4 X (A-level publications that had an R&R) plus .02 X (number of conference presentations). 
When the search committee members presented the data to the rest of the department, the vast majority of faculty was very supportive of the intervention. One faculty member, however, was rather skeptical and assumed that the new hiring approach might lead to the absence of female job candidates in the final pool. The discussion among faculty which resulted from this assumption demonstrated clearly that unconscious biases can lead even the most well-meaning person to underestimate the competence, potential, and contributions of women. Thus, designing and implementing the intervention in the hiring process helped us to raise awareness among faculty members about gender bias and the role of prestige of a job candidate’s PhD program in the seemingly objective hiring decisions. 
Study 3: Results
Applying the blinding procedures described above, two members of the search committee independently formed a list of top candidates. The comparison of both lists demonstrated that there was a 100% agreement on the top 13 candidates. Six job candidates in the final pool were male and seven were female. At that point, the faculty considered a more holistic approach to the candidates’ vitas, such as their letters of recommendation and areas of study. All of the candidates were interviewed over the phone to assess fit, interest, and research topic. From those interviews, more subjective judgments were made, and consensus was reached between the two faculty members. After this step, three female and one male candidate were invited to personal interviews on campus. Finally, a female candidate was hired. 
Data collected about the searches in the case business school show that there were 5 female (38.5%) and 8 male candidates (61.5%) in the final pool for tenure-track positions in 2013 and 10 female (37%) and 17 male candidates (63%) in 2015. There was no search in 2014. The search in 2013 resulted in hiring three men and one women, while the search in 2015 resulted in hiring five men and two women. As shown in Figure 4, after the intervention, the final pool in the search of 2016 consisted of one male (25%) and three female candidates (75%). The search resulted in hiring one woman. Consequently, removing the candidate’s sex and prestige of their PhD program did mitigate gender bias or, at least, helped to create a diverse slate of candidates to interview. 
Study 3: Discussion
The results of Study 3 suggest a considerable increase in the percentage of female job candidates (75%) selected to the final pool for a tenure-track position at the case business school after the intervention, compared to only 37.5% in the previous searches. Consequently, a blind approach to hiring faculty seems to be a “small wins” strategy (Meyerson & Fletcher, 2000) to ensure a fair selection process and uncover talent that might have been overlooked in a standard hiring process. As there is a persistent stigma of incompetence associated with female affirmative action hires (Heilman, Block, & Stathatos, 1997), the blind approach to hiring appears to be better suited for increasing diversity. The intervention in the case school also helped to raise awareness of faculty about gender bias in academia and its influence on the job candidates’ evaluation. According to Trevino et al. (2017), organizing workshops and discussions for gatekeepers in business schools with the objective to illustrate how to avoid gender bias is a promising long-term solution for the problem of gender balance. 
To ensure transparency and enable replication of the intervention described in Study 3, we carefully documented the search process and created a case study database (Yin, 2003) that included data such as application packages of job candidates, algorithms for their evaluation, and field notes after meeting with faculty members, search committee members, and department chairs, etc. As the case business school and its hiring process is similar to other research-focused institutions, we believe that the findings of Study 3 can be generalized to other settings. 
General Discussion
We develop and test a model to explain the bias favoring men in academia. Based on qualitative interviews with PhD students on the academic job market and an analysis of assistant and associate professors in well-ranked management departments, we find that the prestige of one’s PhD program is more beneficial to men than women. White men, who fit the prototype of a business professor, are inherently seen as competent (Fiske et al., 2002). Therefore, when they graduate from a prestigious business school or work with a well-known advisor, their perceived competence is confirmed and they are hired into well-ranked departments. When women (who are low status) hold a degree from a prestigious business school, there is a mismatch in status characteristics, which results in a need to gather additional information (Wagner & Berger, 1993). Thus, women’s records are scrutinized to a greater extent than men’s and the decision to hire a woman will be based on her publication record rather than the prestige of the PhD granting school (Foschi, 2000). The resulting outcome is a subtle bias in favor of men who can be hired based on both mechanisms — record or prestige of their PhD program. 
The results of Study 2 suggest that sex has no effect on A-level publications after PhD and therefore should not be used to make hiring decisions (of course, it is illegal to use sex as a hiring criteria even if it did predict A-level publications). Therefore, blinding sex seems like an obvious way to mitigate this unconscious bias. In Study 3, we developed and tested a simple intervention to mitigate gender bias in academia and ensure gender balance in the attainment of top placements at well-ranked business schools. To do so, we blinded the sex and the PhD granting school of applicants for a tenure-track position at a well-ranked business school. This intervention helped not only to increase diversity in the finalist pool but also to raise awareness of faculty about gender bias in academia and its influence on the job candidates’ evaluation. 
Theoretical Implications
[bookmark: _GoBack]The three studies here inform the extensive literature on the glass ceiling and add further evidence of a gender bias in academia (see Trevino et al., 2017 for a review). Women get less credit for coauthored papers than men, particularly when they coauthor with all men (Sarsons, 2015). Even after controlling for performance, women are paid less (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992), are less likely to get tenure (Park & Gordon, 1996) and are less likely to hold an endowed chair (Trevino et al., 2015) than their male counterparts. We add to that literature by showing that women are more likely to be hired by worse ranked management departments, even when controlling for A-level and other publications and prestige of PhD program, among other characteristics. 
Our findings provide further evidence that institutional bias serves to reinforce the gendered nature of academic institutions (Hochschild, 1994; Martin, 1993; Van den Brink & Benschop, 2014). Hiring decisions in academia are determined by other professors who have achieved success in academia. These “gatekeepers” are likely to hire people who are similar to themselves, as shown by the theory of homophily (Ibarra, 1992; McPherson et al., 2001). The use of prestige as a hiring criterion in well-ranked management departments serves to reinforce institutional bias and would result in a bias that would inherently favor men who are more likely to have access to prestigious programs. Interestingly, the qualitative interviews show that students are aware of the use of prestige as a factor affecting hiring in well-ranked business schools.  
Although relying on institutional prestige would probably hold an inherent benefit to men, our findings show that the relationship is even more complex. Men benefit even more than expected because prestige of one’s PhD program is not used as evidence of ability for women. Indeed, in the qualitative interviews, men mentioned factors related to prestige as helping them attain a position in a well-ranked business school significantly more than did women. In addition, women who mentioned these prestige factors were also more likely to explain how these factors helped them increase their productivity rather than simply create additional access to top jobs. The quantitative data support this conclusion, showing no effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on the rank of the management department women were hired into as their first job. In contrast, there was a direct effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on the rank of men’s first job, above and beyond their publication record. 
These results can be explained in terms of theories of power and prestige. Diffuse status characteristics, such as sex and education, interact with each other such that two consistent characteristics combine to create higher perceived status than the pure additive effect would suggest (Lenski, 1966). When a white man graduates with a PhD from Harvard, he is perceived as having extraordinarily high ability. Even if information is introduced that is inconsistent with that judgment (for example, if a white male has a poor publication record), this inconsistent information can easily be ignored, especially if a positive evaluation of the candidate would reinforce one’s own self-views (Lenski, 1966). Because people making decisions are more likely to be white men and to have graduated from a prestigious PhD program, a positive evaluation of another white man from a prestigious PhD program reinforces their self-views (Lenski, 1966). This can occur even if he does not have a strong publication record because the expectation is that he has the ability to publish high caliber papers. 
In contrast, when there is a contradiction in status characteristics (low status woman, high prestige PhD program), the evaluator is likely to experience stress and ignore one of the pieces of information to create a parsimonious judgment (Wagner & Berger, 1993). The mismatch in characteristics can result in greater scrutiny of the woman’s record to resolve the inherent conflict (Foschi, 2000). As such, we provide one mechanism by which the glass ceiling is maintained in academia, adding to a literature that has primarily focused on if the glass ceiling exists rather than why it exists (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Hoobler, Wayne, & Lemmon, 2009; Lyness & Thompson, 1997). We find that the glass ceiling is reinforced through the use of prestige as a hiring criteria which would inherently benefit men, but is particularly biased because it is not applied as a positive hiring criteria for women. 
Our findings also inform previous theories of the different standards used to evaluate men and women by highlighting the differential impact of prestige on the evaluation of men and women (Biernat & Manis, 1994; Biernat, Manis, & Nelson, 1991; Foschi, 2000; Ridgeway, 2001). Indeed, there is little doubt that women are held to a higher standard in academia (see Trevino et al., 2017 for a review). But how can it be that in a field that has such strong metrics of success (number of A-level publications, grant dollars, citation counts) that these errors occur?  We add to that literature by showing that status characteristics have different meaning and application for low and high status groups. 
Practical Implications
So what can business schools do? There are clear practical implications of this research. Trevino and colleagues (2017) argue that the most important steps in creating gender parity in academia are, first, admitting that existing processes used to select and promote faculty are not gender neutral and, second, finding ways to ensure that meritocracy is used to evaluate faculty to remove the bias against women. In addition, schools should be more transparent about what is valued and then ensure that selection and promotion decisions are made based on the criteria they sort forth, while ensuring that the same standards are used across people. For example, UCLA’s Anderson School created a Gender Equity Task force aimed at standardizing promotion evaluation criteria (Korn, 2014). We concur with their assessment. Although gatekeepers in academia feel that discretionary power is needed in the evaluation of faculty, the evidence suggests that allowing this discretion negatively impacts women.
The positive effect of prestige of one’s PhD program on the hiring of men is particularly troubling because prestige of PhD program was inversely related to A-Level publications. These effect translates into long-term benefits for men because rank of one’s first job predicts the ranking of future jobs, even at tenure. Moreover, it may be difficult to convince well-ranked management departments to ignore this information because once a status characteristic is inferred to be indicative of ability, there is a high burden of proof that must be established to convince one to that the status characteristic is no longer relevant (Wagner & Berger, 1997). The results reported here clearly show that status should not be used as a hiring criterion in schools that value the journals on the Mays list because it does not predict future success and is biased against women. 
The results of our case study suggest that blinding applications could mitigate bias against women. Indeed, past research has shown that removing gender from evaluations improves the chances that women succeed (Goldin & Rouse, 2000). We would further suggest that removing prestige as a factor in hiring decisions would improve overall decision making and reduce adverse impact against women. Moreover, using a blind application would limit perceptions that women were getting the edge based on their sex, even though the data clearly show otherwise. Nonetheless, using blind applications goes against the very nature of business schools, which rely heavily on information about the prestige of PhD programs and the prominence of PhD advisor when trying to predict future success. Thus, well-ranked business schools may be reluctant to change a system that reinforces their status (Pfeffer & Fong, 2002).   
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research
A major strength of this research is the multiple methods employed to address our research question. We used qualitative interviews with students on the job market to build our theory and then tested it in a sample of professors in well-ranked management departments. Because we looked at the results retrospectively, beginning with a sample of professors who are currently in a well-ranked business school, we were able to examine the effects of PhD prestige on hiring into one’s first job as well as their chances at tenure in a well-ranked school. Converging qualitative and quantitative findings allowed us to gain a more complete picture of gender bias in top business schools in the US. 
Conversely, there are limitations connected with using a sample of known successes. There were likely many professors who began in a prestigious PhD program but are not currently in a well-ranked business school. Those individuals were excluded from the study. Although it would be interesting to study these questions from completing the PhD, our approach was actually more conservative because it restricted the range of publications and prestige. Another concern might be the metrics of prestige (US News and World Report’s Top Business School List) and rank (The Texas A&M Mays List). Not all schools use the Mays List, so faculty in some departments may not be encouraged to publish in those journals. Nonetheless, the journals on the list are widely respected journals, so publishing in those journals does indicate quality. Likewise, the US News and World Report’s Top Business School List is primarily focused on prestige of MBA programs, not PhD programs. In addition, Ivy League schools and top public schools may not, in fact, be the best ranked organizational behavior departments in the country. Having a PhD from a prestigious — but lower ranked PhD program should not predict success at all. The fact that it does — any that it only does for men — is the very point of this research. Decision makers are using a status characteristic that may not, in fact, relate to the measures of success at their institution — and they are only applying it for men.  
Future research may consider whether the effects reported here generalize beyond the benefit of prestige of PhD program. For example, do editorships or fellowships hold different value for men and women? Do the differential effects of prestige generalize outside of academia? Are men from Harvard better able to land top consulting jobs than women from Harvard? We expect that they do, but it is an important question for business schools to address. If a lack of diversity among faculty represents a real cost to women students who are in need of demographically similar role models (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999) and achieving a balance between male and female senior professors is a priority for business schools (Bleijenbergh, Vennix, Jacobs & van Engen, 2016), then it is imperative that these questions are addressed. 
Conclusion
In sum, the research reported herein shows that there are clearly gendered expectations of business professors. Male and female students on the job market clearly recognize the role that gender plays in getting a job. Men, in particular, also recognize that students from prestigious school are better able to get jobs in well-ranked departments. Women mentioned this to a lesser extent, which is fitting because the data show that they do not benefit from the prestige of their institutions. However, for men, getting a PhD from a prestigious business school positively predicted their entry into a well-ranked business school. Moreover, this translated into a significant indirect effect on them holding tenure in a well-ranked management department in the future. The net outcome is that men hold positions in better ranked schools than women, even when controlling for publications and prestige. These effects are easily mitigated, as we show in the intervention case study by blinding professors’ sex and PhD institution from the application process.  
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TABLE 1.
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations between Criterion, Predictor and Control Variables
	
	       M
	    SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	1. Postdoc1
	        .18
	    .39
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. Year of PhD
	2008.35
	  3.84
	-.04
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3. White2
	        .76
	    .43
	 .08
	 .00
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4. Prestige of PhD3
	    19.43
	18.10
	-.04
	 .06
	 .08
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5. A-Level Publications During PhD
	        .84
	  1.14
	-.22**
	 .16*
	 .06
	 .39**
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6. Other Publications During PhD
	      3.01
	  2.53
	 .13
	 .24**
	 .18
	 .12
	 .21**
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7. Sex4
	        .39
	    .49
	 .00
	 .05
	-.20**
	-.06
	-.06
	-.03
	   ~
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8. A-Level Publications After PhD
	      3.83
	  4.13
	-.11
	-.36**
	 .08
	 .29**
	 .17*
	-.15*
	-.16*
	   ~
	 
	 
	 

	9. Other Publications After PhD
	    11.54
	13.06
	 .11
	-.45**
	 .12
	 .04
	-.13
	 .11
	-.15*
	.35**
	   ~
	 
	 

	10. Rank of First Job5
	    34.08
	43.23
	 .01
	-.23**
	-.07
	 .03
	-.17*
	-.03
	 .13
	.02
	.16*
	   ~
	 

	11. Associate Professor4
	        .54
	    .50
	-.04
	-.69**
	 .06
	-.02
	-.02
	-.16*
	-.11
	.37**
	.43**
	.12
	   ~

	12. Rank of Current Job3
	    22.58
	19.06
	 .07
	-.10
	-.01
	-.19**
	-.24**
	-.07
	 .25**
	-.28**
	-.02
	.31**
	.06



Note. 1 Whether someone did a postdoc was coded as 0=no postdoc, 1=they did a postdoc. 2 White was coded as 0=nonwhite, 1=white. 3 For prestige of PhD. Rank of first job, and rank of current job a higher value indicates a worse ranking. 4 Sex was coded as 0=male, 1=female. * p < .05,  p < .01. 5 Associate professor is coded as 0=assistant professor, 1=associate professor. n = 195.  
TABLE 2
Influence of Professor Sex on Rank of Current Job Controlling for Success Factors
	
	B
	SE
	t

	Postdoc1
	 1.05
	3.30
	.32

	Year of PhD
	 -.36
	  .48
	-.64

	White2
	 3.41
	2.96
	1.15

	Prestige of PhD3
	 -.08
	  .08
	-.93

	A-Level Publications During PhD
	-1.57
	1.27
	-1.24

	Other Publications During PhD
	 -.36
	  .54
	-.67

	Sex4
	 7.17
	2.60
	2.75**

	A-Level Publications After PhD
	-1.30
	  .36
	-3.62**

	Other Publications After PhD
	 -.04
	  .12
	-.31

	Rank of First Job 3
	  .12
	  .03
	3.85**

	Associate Professor5
	3.92
	3.51
	1.12


Note: 1 Whether someone did a postdoc was coded as 0=no postdoc, 1=they did a postdoc. 2 White was coded as 0=nonwhite, 1=white. 3 For prestige of PhD, rank of first job, and rank of current job a higher value indicates a worse ranking. 4 Sex was coded as 0=male, 1=female. 5 Associate professor is coded as 0=assistant professor, 1 = associate professor. * p < .05, ** p < .01. n = 195.  
TABLE 3
Process Model of the Indirect Effects of Prestige of PhD Program on Rank of First Job Through A-Level and Other Publications Before PhD Moderated by Professor Sex
	
	Effect
	SE
	t
	Confidence Interval

	DV=A-Level Publications During PhD
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	 -.53
	  .25
	-2.14*
	-1.02
	-.04

	Year of PhD
	  .04
	  .02
	  1.66
	 -.01
	 .08

	White2
	  .14
	  .19
	   .71
	 -.25
	 .52

	Prestige of PhD3
	  .03
	  .004
	 5.37**
	  .02
	 .03

	
	
	
	
	
	

	DV=Other Publications During PhD
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	  .07
	  .47
	   .15
	  -.86
	1.00

	Year of PhD
	  .12
	  .04
	 2.80**
	   .03
	  .20

	White2
	  .43
	  .37
	 1.18
	  -.30
	1.16

	Prestige of PhD3
	  .01
	  .01
	 1.64
	  -.003
	  .03

	
	
	
	
	
	

	DV=Rank of First Job3
	
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	 5.89
	9.61
	   .61
	-13.10
	24.87

	Year of PhD
	-2.16
	  .84
	-2.56*
	  -3.83
	  -.50

	White2
	-1.07
	7.54
	  -.14
	-15.98
	13.84

	Prestige of PhD3
	   .59
	  .25
	 2.37*
	     .10
	  1.08

	A-Level Publications During PhD
	-6.08
	3.18
	-1.91
	-12.36
	    .21

	Other Publications During PhD
	 1.64
	1.67
	   .98
	  -1.67
	  4.96

	Sex4
	 7.24
	6.77
	 1.07
	  -6.12
	20.62

	Sex X Prestige of PhD
	  -.72
	  .36
	-1.98*
	  -1.44
	   -.001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conditional Direct Effect of Prestige of  PhD on Rank of First Job3
	
	

	For Men
	  .59
	  .24
	2.37*
	     .10
	  1.08

	For Women
	 -.13
	  .28
	-.47
	    -.69
	    .43

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect Effect of Prestige of PhD on Rank of First Job3
	
	

	Through A-Level Publications 
	-.15*
	  .08
	
	-.35
	   -.02

	Through Other Publications
	 .02
	  .03
	
	-.02
	    .12



Note:  1 Whether someone did a postdoc was coded as 0=no postdoc, 1=they did a postdoc. 1 White was coded as 0=nonwhite, 1=white. 3 For prestige of PhD and rank of first job a higher value indicates a worse ranking. 4 Sex was coded as 0=male, 1=female. * p < .05, p < .01.  n = 178 – professors whose first job was in a psychology department or other non-business discipline were excluded. 

  




TABLE 4
Process Model of Indirect Effect of Prestige of PhD Program on Rank of Current Job for Tenured Professors Through Rank of First Job Moderated by Professor Sex
	
	Effect
	SE
	t
	Confidence Interval

	DV=Rank of First Job 
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	  1.06
	11.89
	   .09
	-22.54
	24.66

	Year of PhD
	 -1.21
	 1.48
	  -.82
	 -4.15
	 1.72

	White2
	  6.89
	11.29
	   .61
	-15.52
	29.30

	Sex3
	10.81
	 9.11
	 1.19
	 -7.26
	28.89

	Prestige of PhD4
	  1.22
	  .36
	 3.36**
	   .50
	 1.94

	A-Level Publications Before PhD
	 -9.23
	 4.60
	-2.01*
	-18.35
	  -.10

	Other Publications Before PhD
	  4.56
	 2.20
	 2.08*
	     .21
	 8.92

	Sex X Prestige of PhD
	 -1.54
	  .55
	-2.79**
	  -2.64
	  -.44

	
	
	
	
	
	

	DV=A-Level Publications After PhD
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	-1.08
	1.21
	  -.89
	-3.49
	1.33

	Year of PhD
	  -.17
	  .15
	-1.11
	  -.47
	  .13

	White2
	 1.32
	1.15
	 1.14
	  -.97
	3.61

	Sex3
	-1.58
	  .93
	-1.70
	-3.43
	  .26

	Prestige of PhD4
	   .11
	  .04
	 3.02**
	   .04
	  .19

	A-Level Publications Before PhD
	 1.00
	  .47
	 2.06*
	   .03
	1.90

	Other Publications Before PhD
	  -.45
	  .22
	-2.00*
	 -.89
	-.004

	Sex X Prestige of PhD
	  -.07
	  .06
	 -1.25
	 -.18
	  .04

	
	
	
	
	
	

	DV=Other Publications After PhD
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	
	
	
	
	

	Year of PhD
	-1.13
	  .49
	-1.18
	    -.58
	    .15

	White2
	  5.38
	3.73
	 1.44
	  -2.04
	12.79

	Sex3
	-4.06
	3.01
	-1.35
	-10.04
	  1.92

	Prestige of PhD4
	   .19
	  .12
	 1.58
	    -.05
	    .43

	A-Level Publications Before PhD
	-3.22
	1.52
	-2.12*
	  -6.24
	   -.20

	Other Publications Before PhD
	 2.51
	  .73
	 3.46**
	   1.07
	  4.00

	Sex X Prestige of PhD
	 -.22
	  .18
	-1.18
	    -.58
	   .15

	
	
	
	
	
	

	DV=Rank of Current Job4
	
	
	
	
	

	Postdoc1
	 5.77
	5.12
	 1.13
	  -4.39
	15.93

	Year of PhD
	 -.08
	  .65
	 -.12
	  -1.37
	  1.21

	White2
	   .71
	4.63
	   .15
	-8.48
	 9.90

	Prestige of PhD4
	  -.22
	  .13
	-1.67
	  -.48
	   .04

	A-Level Publications Before PhD
	-1.44
	  .43
	-3.33**
	-2.30
	 -.58

	Other Publications Before PhD
	  -.03
	  .13
	 -.26
	  -.30
	   .23

	Rank of First Job4
	   .12
	  .04
	 2.85**
	   .04
	   .20

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direct Effect of Prestige of PhD Program on Rank of Current School with Tenure

	
	-.22
	.13
	-1.67
	-.48
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conditional Indirect Effect of Prestige of PhD on Rank of First Job Through Rank of First Job

	For Men
	 .14
	.07
	
	 .04
	 .34

	For Women
	-.04
	.05
	
	-.14
	 .05

	Index of Moderated Mediation
	-.18
	.08
	
	-.40
	-.06

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conditional Indirect Effect of Prestige of PhD on Rank of First Job Through A-Level Publications After PhD

	For Men
	-.16
	.09
	
	-.39
	-.03

	For Women
	-.06
	.06
	
	-.20
	 .04

	Index of Moderated Mediation
	 .10
	.10
	
	-.06
	 .32

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conditional Indirect Effect of Prestige of PhD on Rank of First Job Through Other Publications After PhD

	For Men
	-.01
	.03
	
	-.06
	 .06

	For Women
	 .00
	.01
	
	-.02
	 .04

	Index of Moderated Mediation
	 .01
	.04
	
	-.06
	 .08


    
Note: 1 Whether someone did a postdoc was coded as 0=no postdoc, 1=they did a postdoc. 1 White was coded as 0=nonwhite, 1=white. 3 Sex was coded as 0=male, 1=female. 4 For prestige of PhD and rank of first job a higher value indicates a worse ranking. * p < .05,  ** p < .01. n = 106.


FIGURE 1
Conceptual Model of How Prestige of PhD Program Results in Better First Positions for Male Business Professors
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FIGURE 2
Conceptual Model of How Prestige of PhD Program Results in Better Tenured Positions For Male Business Professors 
Prestige of PhD Program
A-Level Publications
First job in well-ranked management department.
Tenure in a Well-Ranked Management Department  
Curved line hypothesized for men only



FIGURE 3
Effects of Prestige of PhD Program on Rank of First Position Moderated by Professor Sex





FIGURE 4
Changes in the Final Pool of a Tenure-Track Position Candidates in 2013-2016[endnoteRef:1] [1:  There was no search in 2014. ] 


Men	High Prestige PhD	Low Prestige PhD	20.399967499999999	41.760032499999994	Women	High Prestige PhD	Low Prestige PhD	40.673227499999996	35.966772499999998	
Rank of First Job


% Men	
Search 2013	Search 2015	Search 2016	0.61538461538461542	0.62962962962962965	0.25	% Women	
Search 2013	Search 2015	Search 2016	0.38461538461538464	0.37037037037037035	0.75	
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